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INTRODUCTION 
Marital relationships are among the most important and enduring relationships that 
individuals experience in their lifetimes. Marriages are often the main source of support, 
happiness, and conflict for individuals, and spouses often provide the maj or basis for 
communication and interactions- for their partners (Carstensen, Levenson, & Gottman, 1995). 
Most adults get married at some point in their lives, and fewer than 10% of older adults have 
never married (Bradbury, 1995; Huyck, 1995). Marriage covers a large majority of an 
individual's life as well. There is a possibility of marriage lasting 40 to 50 years of an 
individual's life including young adulthood, middle age, and the later years (Huyck, 1995). 
It is important to study how marital relationships develop and change in order to 
understand successful marriages and to prevent and treat marital discord (Karney & 
Bradbury, 1995). Marital relationships and marital satisfaction are topics that have been 
researched for a long period of time (Terman & Buttenweiser, 1935). The study of marital 
satisfaction and success often involves marital stability and marital quality (Robinson & 
Blanton, 1993). There are multiple contexts that influence the course of marital relationships 
throughout the life course (Cutrona, Russell, Abraham, Gardner, Melby, Bryant, &Conger, 
2003). There are also several risk factors to a marriage, including education level and health 
status of each spouse, all of which affect the marriage (Levenson, Carstensen, & Gottman, 
1993). It is critical to gain a better understanding of how couples maintain healthy and happy 
marriages, .because relationships are two-dimensional, with the husband and the wife 
contributing to the marital relationship (Weigel &Ballard-Reisch, 1999). 
There are many factors that influence whether or not a couple stays together, and this 
study will examine some of these factors, specifically early influences, social contact, 
personality traits, and marital quality. The purpose of this study is to contribute to the 
literature on marital relationships in middle and later life. This will be done by examining 
gender and age group differences in marital quality and by exploring the associations 
between proximal and distal variables. This study will also examine the predictors of marital 
quality, which includes early influences, social contact of family and friends, personality 
traits of neuroticism and extraversion, and early marital quality. Gender x Cohort and 
Gender x .Health interactions will also be examined. 
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LITER.ATL:TRE REVIEW 
Research on marital relationships has covered many topics. A focus of marital 
research has been on marital satisfaction and the breakdown of marriages (Levenson. et al., 
1993). Other areas of research have focused on related issues, such as spouses' backgrounds 
and social support of each spouse, along with changes that have taken place in the marriage 
throughout the relationship (Bradbury, Fincham, &Beach, 2000). Research on marriage has 
also examined the differences in gender relations, how men and women are similar, and how 
they are different in terms of their relationship (Rogers &Amato, 2000). Marriage has 
changed throughout the past few decades, due to changes in societal values and ideas. 
Increases of first age of marriage, the high rate of divorce, and the declining rate of 
remarriages all contribute to the changing nature of marriage (Rogers &Amato, 2000). 
Research on marital relationships has consistently shown a curvilinear pattern in 
regards to marital satisfaction over time (Huyck, 1995; Karney &Bradbury, 1995; Orbuch, 
House, Mero, &Webster, 1996), although inconsistencies have been discovered. Vailliant 
and Vailliant (1993) found that when using longitudinal data, there was no curvilinear pattern 
in marital satisfaction over the life course. Marital satisfaction tends to be high in young 
adulthood, lowers in middle age, and increases again in later life. This amount of variation 
of satisfaction, timing of changes in satisfaction, and the duration of changes varies across 
couples (Huyck, 1995). These changes in marital satisfaction can be due to several reasons, 
including the presence of children, financial stability, and personal experiences. 
Marital relationships in middle and later life are often overlooked in the empirical 
literature. The majority of research has focused on young adult couples and their marital 
relationships, even though marriages often last for decades and extend well beyond the young 
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adult years (Levenson et al., 1993). Previous research has also put a lot of emphasis on how 
and why marital relationships end, rather than why couples stay together (Levenson et al., 
1993). 
Marital relationships consist of many different aspects that all contribute to the 
relationship. There are various influences and factors that affect the marital relationship. 
These include early influences, such as the family of origin, social support, such as friends 
and family, personality traits, such as neuroticism and extraversion, cohort differences in 
marital relationships, and gender differences between spouses. The following sections will 
examine these influences, as well as gender and cohort differences. First, however, relevant 
theoretical models will be discussed. 
Theoretical Models 
Research on marital relationships in middle and later life involves studying couples 
that have developed and endured many changes throughout the course of the relationship 
(Levenson et al., 1993). It is important to examine theories and concepts that cover the life 
span of individuals and through the duration of the couple's relationship. The marital 
relationship is the ideal relationship in which to study social and emotional behaviors. 
Marital relationships provide an important context for spouses to give and receive love, 
support, communication, conflict, and a variety of other important emotions (Carstensen et 
al., 1995). 
There are several important theories in which marital relationships can be studied. 
This study focuses on four of these theories; social exchange theory, socioemotional 
selectivity theory, the developmental adaptation model (Martin &Martin, 2002), and the 
vulnerability-stress-adaptation model of marriage (Karney &Bradbury, 1995). 
S 
Social exchange theory is one of the most cited theoretical perspectives in research on 
marriage and intimate relationships (Karney &Bradbury, 1995). This perspective examines 
the attractions or rewards of a relationship, barriers to leaving the relationship, and possible 
alternatives outside of the relationship. According to this perspective, marital relationships 
end when the attractions of the relationship are diminished and the barriers to ending the 
relationship are weakened, and at the same time, the alternatives to the marriage are 
strengthened (Karney &Bradbury, 1995). 
Interdependence is another aspect associated with social exchange theory. According 
to Kelley and Thibaut (1978), interdependence between a couple can be seen in the working 
assumption that the total set of outcomes, whether they are correctly or incorrectly 
understood by individuals, account for all social behavior. The "outcome matrices" are 
responsible for the successes and failures in social interactions, including marital 
relationships (Kelley &Thibaut, 1978). The outcomes for any individual in an ongoing 
relationship are often viewed in terms of the rewards received and by the costs incurred by 
each spouse, and these values also depend on the behaviors that each individual brings to the 
relationship (Kelley &Thibaut, 1978). 
Individuals in a marital relationship often evaluate their relationship, and two 
standards in which to evaluate the relationship are identifted by Kelley and Thibaut (1978). 
These are the comparison level and the comparison level for alternatives. The comparison 
level is used to evaluate the "attractiveness" and satisfaction of the relationship, whereas the 
comparison level for alternatives is defined as the lowest level of outcomes an individual will 
accept if given possible alternatives in other relationships. If the outcomes fall below the 
comparison level of alternatives, individuals will be more likely to leave the relationship. If 
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the outcomes in the relationship become greater than the comparison level of alternatives, 
individuals become more dependent on the relationship (Kelley &Thibaut, 1978). An 
example of this can be seen in a married couple that stays married despite their unhappiness 
because of various issues, such as f nancial troubles or societal pressure. The societal 
disapproval or lack of financial stability maybe too great of a cost for individuals to end the 
relationship. 
The amount of costs and rewards also has an effect on relationships, particularly 
marital relationships. The degree to which the outcomes exceed the comparison level to 
alternatives determines by how much individuals depend on one another and the relationship 
for favorable outcomes (Kelley &Thibaut, 1978). 
Kelley and Thibaut also discuss two kinds of power, fate and behavior control 
(1978). Fate power is defined as the way in which individuals in a marital relationship can 
change their own behaviors in order to affect their spouses' outcomes. Regardless of what 
the other spouse does, the first individual has control over his or her spouse. Behavior 
control can be seen in how spouses in marital relationships vary their own behavior in order 
to make it desirable for spouses to change their behavior, which then causes one spouse to 
have behavior control over the other spouse (Kelley &Thibaut, 1978). The idea of 
correspondence and non-correspondence are also important, according to Kelley and Thibaut 
(1978). Correspondence occurs when both spouses' behavior are positively correlated, or 
can be seen as what is good for one, is good for the other, and vice versa. Non-
correspondence is seen when both spouses are trying to have mutual behavior control or 
when one spouse pulls away and does not give anything to their spouse, while the other 
spouse is continuing to give (Kelley &Thibaut, 1978). 
This social exchange perspective allows for the use of several different variables that 
could be used to study marital relationships and addresses changes in marital relationships. 
Social exchange theory also has weaknesses. One weakness of this perspective is that it does 
not acknowledge how changes in marriages take place. In particular, this theory also does 
not explain how couples that have been satisfied in the past become more or less satisfied 
over time with the relationship (Karney &Bradbury, 1995). 
Socioemotional selectivity theory is another important theoretical perspective in 
research on marital relationships. This theory emphasizes the importance of the marital 
relationship in long-term marriages. Socioemotional selectivity theory states that as 
individuals go through life, they gradually decrease their social networks, starting in their 
early adult years and continuing throughout their lifetimes (Levenson et al., 1993). While 
social networks are becoming increasingly narrow, the relationships that people do maintain 
become more important and significant. The relationships that are typically made with the 
individuals' spouses, and the role that spouses have, is an important aspect of the marital 
relationship. These marital relationships can become more intimate and the main source of 
social contact for the couples (Levenson et al., 1993). 
Socioemotional selectivity theory focuses on how individuals have age-related 
decreases in social interactions and increases in emotional closeness with their close 
relationship network. This theory also shows that as functions of relationships change over 
the life course, individuals tend to adjust their social networks to maximize the possible 
social and emotional gains (Allen, Blieszner, &Roberto, 2000). Family members, if they are 
available, tend to be the primary focus of the emotional energy and_ communication for 
individuals as they age (Allen et al., 2 000) . 
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Couples in middle and later life do not always have a positive marital relationship, 
although this does not mean that they will divorce. Some couples do stay together despite 
the negative aspects and differences in their relationships (Carstensen et al., 1995). Long-
term marriages can give new insight and knowledge about the effects of the positive and 
negative influences on the marriage and on each spouse (Carstensen et al., 1995). 
Socioemotional selectivity theory also is one of the few theoretical perspectives that address 
the social network. changes throughout the life course in terms of successful adaptation, 
rather than focusing only on negative losses (Allen et al., 2000). 
The developmental adaptation model was developed by Martin and Martin (2002) 
and addresses the process of adaptation. Adaptation is defined as a "psychological 
adjustment to changing situations, but also as the extent to which optimal health and 
functional status can be achieved" (Martin &Martin, 2002, p. 81). This model has three 
major components, and contained within these components are five minor components to the 
model. The main components are the developmental past, or distal influences, the 
developmental present, or proximal influences, and the developmental outcome. 
Distal influences are those events that continue to influence the current development 
of an individual. These include adverse childhood events and historical events. Proximal 
influences include individual resources, such as personality, recent experiences, social and 
economic resources, and coping mechanisms. The developmental outcome is the end point 
of the model, and typically includes mental and physical health (Martin &Martin, 2002). 
The developmental adaptation model can be applied to marital relationships, if 
marital quality is considered a developmental outcome (Martin &Martin, 2002). Distal 
variables include early influences, which have an impact on marital relationships later in life 
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(Martin &Martin, 2002). Proximal influences could include personality and social support, 
both of which impact the current marital relationship as well. The developmental outcome 
would then be the marital quality at the present time. This model uses a "life-span time 
frame," which enables the model to be tested, with marital quality as the outcome variable, in 
order to examine changes over time (Martin &Martin, 2002). Although useful, this model 
was not specifically designed to assess marital relationships. 
The vulnerability-stress-adaptation model of marriage purposed by Karney and 
Bradbury (1995) explains how enduring vulnerabilities, stressful events, and adaptive 
processes combine to account for the variations in marital quality and marital stability over 
time. This model helps to explain the development in marriage, which requires an 
understanding of how the variables that affect marriage over time also affect one another 
(Karney &Bradbury, 1995). 
The vulnerability-stress-adaptation model links the broad and the specific levels of 
analysis of marriage and can be easily tested. This model also suggests a framework in 
which specific mechanisms of stress and vulnerability can lead to changes in the marital 
relationship. This model then focuses on the interaction between stress and vulnerability and 
the effect on the adaptive processes, and also can account for the variations in marital 
outcomes within and between couples (Karney &Bradbury, 1995). 
Karney and Bradbury propose seven paths for this model (1995). The first path is 
that of stressful events, such as a death in the family, having an impact on adaptive processes. 
The second path is that enduring vulnerabilities, such as personality, have an impact on 
adaptive processes. The third path is that enduring vulnerabilities have an effect on stressful 
events, and the fourth path is that adaptive processes impact stressful events. The fifth path 
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is that adaptive processes affect marital quality, _and the sixth path is that marital quality 
impacts adaptive processes. The last path is that marital quality impacts marital stability 
(Karney &Bradbury, 1995). 
The limitations of this model are stated by Karney and Bradbury (1995). These 
limitations include the fact that the model focuses on the integration of~different variables, 
and does not focus on the details of the model, which allows for an elaboration in several 
areas of the model (Karney &Bradbury, 1995). The second limitation is that the relationship 
between stress and vulnerability needs to be addressed in more detail. Another limitation is 
that there is no direct consideration for between-spouse differences, although this is also 
important (Karney &Bradbury, 1995). 
This study focuses on a number of elements mentioned in Karney and Bradbury 
(1995): Early influences, personality, social support, and marital quality. The available 
evidence from existing literature will be examined next. 
Early Influences 
Early influences have an important impact on individuals and also on marital 
relationships (Feng, Giarrusso, Bengston, &Frye, 1999; Webster, Orbuch, &House, 1995). 
Early influences include the family of origin, environmental influences, early friendships and 
early relationships. The family of origin is the most important and influential aspect of an 
individual's early life, and it is important to understand the long-term effects of these early 
childhood experiences on later marital quality and stability (Webster et al., 1995). 
Parental family structure has a great influence on adult children's marital quality, and 
divorce is one of the most examined aspects of this (Feng et al., 1999; Webster et al., 1995). 
The transmission of divorce is linked to several factors, which can be divided into four 
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categories. These categories are (a) demographic and life course factors, (b) factors outside 
the marriage, (c) factors within the marriage, and (d) individual values and attitudes. All of 
these factors can explain the intergenerational transmission of divorce from parents to their 
adult children (Feng et al., 1999). Feng et al. (1999) found that the intergenerational 
transmission of divorce occurred from parents to daughters but not from parents to sons, and 
also found that adult daughters of divorced parents discussed divorce with their spouses more 
often. Very few other longitudinal research studies have examined intergenerational quality 
of divorce, although one study found that parents' and their offspring's marital quality was 
positively correlated (Amato &Booth, 1997). 
Several reasons explain the transmission of marital quality and divorce. One reason 
includes socioeconomic status that is transmitted across generations, and low SES is 
associated with lower levels of marital quality. Another reason is that children learn from 
their parents who are poor role models in terms of relationships (Feng et al., 1999). A 
connection between the family of origin and marital adjustment has also been found by 
Bartle-Haring and Sabatelli (1998). These researchers discovered that for the mothers and 
fathers in the study perceptions of their parents' interactions with them as they were growing 
up were related to later marital adjustment (Bartle-Haring & Sabatelli, 1998). 
There have been two main explanations for the higher perceived rates of divorce 
among children of divorce, according to Webster et al. (1995). The first reason is 
compositional differences in age and race and ethnicity of children of divorce that contribute 
to a higher chance of marital instability. The second reason is that children of divorced 
parents tend to reduce communication and increase conflict in their marital relationships. 
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Children of divorce also tend to express more doubts about their marriages, and feel more 
instability in their marriages than children from single-parent families (Webster et al., 1995). 
Previous research on early influences has often focused on the transmission of 
divorce disregarding other important early influences. This study will examine a variety of 
potential early influences from family of origin, including perceived relationships between 
parents, the perceived relationship to the mother and the father, family cohesion, illness in 
childhood, financial situation as a child, and also control and discipline of the mother and 
father. 
Personality 
Interpersonal and intrapersonal factors influence marital relationships, and personality 
traits are important intrapersonal factors (Bouchard, Lussier, & Sabourin, 1999). Personality 
characteristics have a great impact on relationships, specifically marital relationships (Kelly 
& Conley, 1987). Personality traits often include neuroticism, openness to experience, 
extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness (Bouchard, et al., 1999). At least seven 
major longitudinal studies have been conducted on marital compatibility and personality 
traits. All seven of these studies found a predictive role of neuroticism and disruptive 
communication patterns (Kelly &Conley, 1987). The results of many studies have indicated 
that self-reported and spouse-reported personality traits are related both positively and 
negatively to marital adjustment (Bouchard et al., 1999). 
Neuroticism has been found to be the most influential and most identified personality 
trait associated with marital instability (Barry, 1970; Bouchard et al., 1999). Individuals who 
are neurotic tend to have more negative emotions, and this influences marital adjustment 
negatively. Neurotic individuals are less likely to view their spouses in positive ways, and 
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this leads to a prediction of a lower level of marital adjustment (Bouchard et al., 1999). 
Women tend to score higher on scales of neuroticism and openness than men, but lower on 
extraversion and overall marital adjustment, and wives therefore have a lower level of marital 
adjustment than husbands (Bouchard et al., 1999). Bouchard et al. (1999) found that the four 
personality traits of extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness, as a group, 
do not predict marital adjustment. 
Kelly and Conley (1987) discovered that there is a strong predictive relationship 
between personality traits and marital compatibility. Husband's impulsiveness and 
neuroticism of both partners are strong predictors of negative marital outcome (Kelly & 
Conley, 1987). Marital satisfaction in stable marriages was influenced by several personality 
traits. These traits included neuroticism and in later life, impulsiveness. These two 
personality traits had a negative influence on marital satisfaction for both the husbands and 
wives (Kelly &Conley, 1987). Partner-reported neuroticism has been found to be a 
significant predictor of both men's and women's marital adjustment (Bouchard et al., 1999). 
The results of previous studies have indicated that self-reported and partner-reported 
personality traits are related to self-reported marital adjustment. A number of studies have 
examined the relation between extraversion and social network characteristics, and the 
findings between extraversion and perceived social support have been inconsistent (Russell, 
Booth, Reed, &Laughlin, 1997). Russell et al. (1997) have found that the two personality 
dimensions of neuroticism and extraversion are important determinants of the person's social 
network characteristics and perceived availability of social support. The personality traits of 
extraversion and neuroticism were also found to differ in their relations to the variables that 
describe social relationships (Russell et al., 1997). 
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Few studies have examined personality as a predictive variable in a comprehensive 
model. The majority of research has only measured one or two personality traits and ignored 
others. Another important area of study is to examine whether personality is a moderator in 
other areas of marital relationships, such as social support. Research in this area needs to 
investigate interactions with specific personality traits (Cutrona, 1996), such as neuroticism 
and extraversion. Neuroticism and extraversion have also been studied more often than any 
other personality traits. All of this leads to problems for between-study comparisons and can 
provide an incomplete understanding of the influence of personality traits on marital 
relationships. 
Social Support 
Social support is a construct that has been defined by several researchers, with 
differing definitions, due to the nature of social support (Krause, 2001). There are two ways 
in which to define a construct such as social support (Krause, 2001). One way is to define 
social support in real definitions, which attempt to describe the nature of the construct. The 
second way is to define social support in an operational definition, which describes how 
social support is measured (Krause, 2001). Social support and social networks are two 
constructs that are often interchanged, although the two are very different from one another. 
Social networks .are defined by Bryant and Conger (1999) as "a collection of people 
known by an individual" (p. 437). Cutrona (1996) stated that a social network includes those 
individuals that a person interacts with on a regular basis. Social networks are important in 
the lives of individuals and have a great impact on marital relationships in various ways. 
These networks often include family members, friends, and peers and tend to offer the 
majority of social support to individuals. Married couples function within the social contexts 
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of society and are vulnerable to the influences of members of their social networks. These 
social networks often impact the quality of marital relationships (Bryant &Conger, 1999). 
Social networks can be a resource for the couple and provide numerous resources, such as 
emotional support, financial help, and leisure fun, along with several other resources (Liao & 
Stevens, 1994). 
Social support is often provided by those individuals in social networks, including 
friends, family members, and spouses. The definition of social support varies, although 
Cutrona (1996) gives two perspectives that have been prevalent in current research. For the 
first perspective, social support is the "fulfillment of ongoing interpersonal needs" (p. 3). 
This perspective is based on the assumption that the importance of relationships with others 
is the key for an individual's mental health. This perspective predicts a main effect for social 
support, and of the individuals with high and Iow levels of adversity, those with a higher 
quality of social support will have better physical and mental health (Cutrona, 1996). The 
second perspective is "assistance during times of adversity" (p. 4). This perspective 
emphasizes the fulfillment of needs that arise due to a consequence of stressful life events, 
such as personal problems. The main emphasis of this perspective is focused on the stress-
buffering effect of social support. This perspective examines the moderating effect of social 
support on outcome variables, such as health status (Cutrona, 1996). 
Support for the marital relationship provided by members of one's social network had 
a strong association with marital success for husbands and wives, but personal support was 
the next strongest predictor of marital success for wives, followed by affective overlap or the 
degree to which spouses like one another's friends (Bryant &Conger, 1999). The opposite 
appeared to be true for husbands. Affective overlap and then personal support were the next 
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strongest predictors of marital success for husbands (Bryant &Conger, 1999). Social 
support processes have also been found to be linked to marital functioning and to health 
status in families (Bradbury et al., 2000). Bryant and Conger (1999) argued that the greater 
the feelings of satisfaction and commitment that partners have for their marital relationships, 
the greater the support would be by their social networks for their marital relationship as 
well. They also stated that the opposite was true. The greater the support for the marital 
relationship by social network members, the greater the marital satisfaction and commitment 
that each spouse would have for their marriage (Bryant &Conger, 1999). The effect of 
social network density, sex composition, and support given by members of the group 
depends on the social norms of the group. Network norms can either value or devalue 
specific trends in a marriage, such as role specialization (Kelley, 1983). 
Liao and Stevens (1994) found several factors that influenced whether their study 
participants included their spouse as part of their social networks. Two of these factors were 
whether or not the marriage was religiously or educationally homogamous. Men in 
religiously homogamous marriages were more likely to include their wives in their social 
networks, and were more likely to name their wives as the first and most important member 
of their social network (Liao &Stevens, 1994). Men that had a different level of education 
than their wives were less likely to name their wives in their social networks, or were less 
likely to name their wives first (Liao &Stevens, 1994). Reasons for not including spouses in 
their social networks, or for not naming them as the most important network member, are 
explained by the strong assumption that spouses are expected to be included without having 
to state this (Liao &Stevens, 1994). 
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Liao and Stevens (1994) argued that members of a couple are very different from one 
another and that relationships between spouses also vary from one couple to another, which 
is why social networks and marital relationships need to be studied more in depth. Marital 
relationships can be an important component of social networks, and social networks can also 
be an important component of marital relationships (Liao &Stevens, 1994). In a study 
conducted by Russell et al. (1997), social network characteristics were predictive of 
perceived social support (Russell et al., 1997). Perceived social support also lacked stability 
over time for individuals (Russell et al., 1997). 
The research on social support and marital relationships has gained a greater interest 
in the field, partly due to the observational methodologies used today that permit an
investigation into the potentially supportive associations (Bradbury et al., 2000). It is 
important to recognize that interpersonal processes within a marriage maybe affected by the 
social support that each spouse obtains outside the marriage (Bradbury et al., 2000). Cutrona 
et al. (2003) have found that neighborhood contexts impose support structures that shape 
behaviors and attitudes in marital relationships as well. 
Previous research on social support and marriage has had several methodological 
problems. One issue is the combination of using social networks and social support 
variables, although they are two distinct variables (Bryant &Conger, 1999). Research in the 
past has often focused on either family support or friendship support, and often would only 
examine these variables at one time point. 
The methodology used in measuring social support has become more detailed, such 
as the development of observational methods to assess supportive behaviors (i.e., Cutrona, 
1996) and daily diary methods (Bradbury et al., 2000). Another problem with previous 
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longitudinal research is that the time points are often only weeks or months apart, and it is 
important to examine these variables for longer time periods apart in order to understand the 
influence of social support on the marital relationship (Bryant &Conger, 1999). The 
maj ority of previous research on social support and marriage has also used couples in their 
early adult years, and this does not account for changes that occur in middle and late age 
marriages, which this study will be examining. 
The effect of both friendships and family on the marital relationship will be 
examined. This study does not specifically focus on social support or social networks as 
previously discussed in the literature (Bryant &Conger, 1999). This study provides a 
combination of social support measures and other measures of friendships and family social 
contact. These social contact variables include involvement with friends, such as activities 
with friends, and interactions with friends and family members. 
Marital Quality 
Recent studies have shown that marital quality has declined in recent decades, due to 
changes in societal attitudes (Rogers &Amato, 2000). Marital success involves marital 
stability and marital quality, which are distinct dimensions (Robinson &Blanton, 1993). 
Several characteristics have been related to marital quality. These include love, reciprocity, 
communication, understanding, intimacy, shared responsibility, and commitment, along with 
several other characteristics (Robinson &Blanton, 1993). 
There are two "milieus" that marriages operate within, including micro-contexts and 
macro-contexts (Bradbury et al., 2000). Micro-contexts include children, spouse's 
background and characteristics, and life stressors and life transitions. . Macro-contexts refer to 
the broader social conditions and institutions that can affect individual spouses and marital 
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relationships (Bradbury et al., 2000). These two levels of contextual factors have an 
influence, to varying degrees, on the spouses and the marriage (Bradbury et al., 2000). 
According to Bradbury (1995), three factors are associated with marital quality. The 
factors are commitment, marital satisfaction, and marital stability. There are two types of 
marital commitment: personal dedication, including an intrinsic desire to maintain the marital 
relationship and constraint commitment, which includes social pressure to maintain the 
marital relationship (Bradbury, 1995). Marital satisfaction and marital stability are important 
to consider in terms of the level of commitment of each spouse, and it is also important to 
understand these factors in relation to other issues within the marriage (Bradbury, 1995). 
Relationships are two-sided, with each spouse bringing into the relationship their own 
perceptions and behaviors and the two emerge and become interdependent on one another 
(Weigel &Ballard-Reisch, 1999). The use of maintenance behaviors is important in marital 
relationships, and these are behaviors that function in order to preserve the marital 
relationship (Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999). Gender differences are often found in 
relationship maintenance behaviors. Wives are more open and feel more positive about their 
relationships than their husbands. Husbands' use of maintenance behaviors is influenced by 
factors other than perceptions of marital quality, and wives' maintenance behaviors is 
influenced by factors related to marital quality (Weigel & Ballard-Reisch, 1999). Feelings 
about the marital relationship and marital quality do not always match up to what individuals 
actually do. Behaviors can often show more than stated feelings, and this was true in Weigel 
and Ballard-Reisch's study. 
Finances have long been an area of conflict for married couples. Cutrona et al. 
(2003) found that family economic strain predicted increased observed hostility and 
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decreased warmth among husbands, and it was found that there was a significant correlation 
between financial strain and observed warmth among wives in the study. Financial strain 
showed a significant negative relation with marital quality, and the same effects were 
observed in both husbands and wives (Cutrona et al., 2003). 
Marital quality often follows a curvilinear path over time, with marital satisfaction 
highest in young adult years, declining thereafter until middle age, and then steadily rising 
again (Orbuch et al., 1996). ~rbuch et al. (1996) examined several social and economic 
conditions in order to study why there was an increase in marital quality in later years. These 
included economic conditions, occupational obligations, and parental responsibilities. All of 
these conditions were found to explain some of the increase in marital satisfaction in later 
life, although declines in work and parental responsibilities accounted for the majority of the 
increase (~rbuch et al., 1996). Marital satisfaction also reflected the changes. in life 
conditions and aspects of the marital relationship, and the longer marital duration was 
associated with greater marital quality (Orbuch et al., 1996). 
In a study conducted on long-term marriages in later life, Kulik (2002) discovered 
that wives reported lower marital satisfaction than husbands did, and also a higher burnout 
rate than husbands. It was also found that the higher the level of equality in marital power 
relations between husbands and wives, the greater the wives' satisfaction with the marriage 
(Kulik, 2002). For the husbands in Kulik's (2002) study, health was a significant contributor 
towards explaining marital satisfaction. The results also showed that for the husbands in the 
study, perceived equality in the couple's social relations contributed to marital satisfaction as 
well. The background variables of sex, ethnlclty, length of retirement, education level, level 
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of health, and religiosity in Kulik's study showed significant correlations with the 
dimensions of marital quality as well, particularly for husbands. 
There are four major strengths that have emerged in enduring marriages with high 
marital quality. These include intimacy, commitment, congruence, and communication 
(Robinson &Blanton, 1993). Friendship is an important aspect of marriages, and a good 
friendship between spouses leads to a higher level of marital quality. Commitment to the 
marriage is also an important aspect of marriage and high levels of marital quality. The high 
level of intimacy in marriages also suggests that couples in enduring marriages are also 
highly committed to their marriage. Couples with congruent expectations of their marriage 
also tend to have higher levels of marital quality reflecting adaptability in the marriage. 
Couples with high levels of marital quality also work together to solve their problems, which 
reinforces commitment, and the key to this is communication between the partners. The 
quality of communication differs, but all of the couples with high marital quality find a way 
to reach solutions in their marriages (Robinson &Blanton, 1993). 
There are several other aspects of a marriage that have an impact on the relationship. 
These include each spouse's age, whether they are in middle or later life and whether the 
spouses are similar in age or not (Gagnon, Herson, Kabacoff, &Van Hasselt, 1999), gender 
of the spouses and their different perspectives that each gender brings to the relationship 
(Rogers &Amato, 2000), length of marriage, such as newlyweds versus long-term marriages 
(Levenson et al., 1993), and the age of each spouse when first married, such as marrying 
young versus marrying when older (Johnson &Booth, 1998). Other possible important 
factors that impact the marital relationship are income of the couple, whether they are 
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financially secure or financially disadvantaged, and the education level of each spouse 
(Johnson &Booth, 1998). 
Research on marital quality has been compromised by methodological problems as 
well. Previous research has often only examined marital satisfaction or marital stability as a 
measure of marital compatibility, although it would be more beneficial to examine both of 
these measures in order to gain a full understanding of marital quality (Kelly &Conley, 
1987). This study .will examine marital quality by measuring the variables associated with 
marital satisfaction and marital stability, such as satisfaction, stress, time spent together, 
support given, and support received. 
Gender Differences in Marital Quality 
Gender differences are often found in marital relationships, although there is limited 
research that involves long-term changes in gender relations and their impact on marital 
relationships (Rogers &Amato, 2000). Gender is one of the most basic factors that affect the 
pattern of activity in marital relationships (Kelley, 1983). Husbands and wives experience 
marriage differently in several different areas. These areas include social support, marital 
satisfaction, health issues, emotional and sexual intimacy, self-disclosure, conflict and 
aggression, personal attitudes, values about the relationship, and communication and 
language (Bryant &Conger, 1999; Kelley, 1983; Levenson et al., 1993; Thompson & 
Walker, 1989). 
There are several differences in how men and women experience marital quality. 
Men tend to benefit more from marriage than women do in the areas of physical and 
psychological health. Once couples are married, women become more sensitive to the 
quality of the relationship than men (Cutrona, 1996). Men also tend to rely more heavily on 
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their spouses for social support than women do. Husbands rely on their wives for support, 
and wives rely on a variety of sources for support, including friends and other family 
members, and a lower proportion of women, when compared to men, do not consider their 
husbands to be their primary source of support (Cutrona, 1996). 
There are also gender differences in work and parenthood as well, all of which have 
an effect on the relationship in positive and negative ways (Thompson &Walker, 1989). 
Gender relations have changed in the past few decades, with men and women becoming less 
traditional in their attitudes and views. At the same time, the nature of marriage has changed, 
with marriage becoming more voluntary and. less permanent (Rogers &Amato, 2000). 
There are two main areas that research has focused on concerning gender and 
marriage. These are intimacy, including emotional and sexual intimacy, and communication 
and conflict (Thompson &Walker, 1989). Emotional intimacy is defined as "sharing one's 
innermost life; expressing and listening to each other's feelings, thoughts, desires, doubts, 
joys, and fears" (Thompson &Walker, 1989, p. 846). Men and women differ in their 
emotional intimacy. According to Thompson and Walker (1989), men report that their wives 
are their best friends more often than women report that their husbands are their best friends, 
and among older married couples, men are more likely than women to state that their spouses 
are their confidants, with women perceiving less emotional support in marriage than men do. 
Research has consistently shown that wives disclose more to their partners than husbands do 
(Thompson &Walker, 1989). According to Kelley (1983), men are more likely than women 
to reveal their strengths and to conceal their weaknesses, and women view verbal self-
disclosure as more important in a relationship than men do. Gender differences are also 
found in communication verbally and also nonverbally (Kelley, 1983). Men and women also 
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respond differently to conflict with husbands tending to try to resolve conflict, whereas wives 
tend to be more "cold and rejecting" and use guilt towards their husbands (Kelley, 1983). 
Gender differences have also been found in personal attitudes and values about relationships. 
Men tend to have more conservative attitudes about dating and marriage roles, and men 
prefer traditional sex-role specialization (Kelley, 1983). 
Women and men also receive different messages about marriage from society, with 
women expected to self sacrifice for love and marriage, and men expected to not show 
emotion and feelings, although this trend is changing (Thompson &Walker, 1989). 
Research on gender and marriage has often only examined gender differences at one time 
point, and this does not account for earlier gender differences. 
Another area where gender differences have been observed is in the link between the 
level of education and observed hostility during interactions of married couples (Cutrona et 
al., 2003). A significant interaction was found between gender and education in the 
prediction of observed hostility, which signifies differing slopes for men and women in the 
relation between education and hostility. Education was not related to hostility in women, 
but was positively related for men (Cutrona et al., 2003). 
Gender differences have also been found in studies about sexual intimacy in 
marriages. Women and men tend to find sexual pleasure in different ways. Women get more 
joy from kissing and holding rather than from intercourse (Thompson &Walker, 1989). 
According to Thompson and Walker (1989), men are more likely than women to initiate 
sexual intimacy in marriage and women often change their own sexual desires and actions to 
please their husbands. 
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Communication is a central part of marriage, and gender differences exist in 
communication patterns and conflict styles. The differences exist in the expression of 
messages, ability to send and receive messages, and the responsiveness to messages 
(Thompson &Walker, 1989). Husbands tend to use more neutral messages, whereas wives 
tend to use more negative messages. Women also tend to be more sensitive and responsive 
during conversation, conflict, and also to what is going on in their marriage (Thompson & 
Walker, 1989). Women and men tend to handle conflict differently, although the differences 
are small. Women often use emotional appeals, whereas men tend to remain calm and 
problem-oriented, withdraw from the conflict situation, and try to end the conflict (Gottman, 
1979; Levenson et al., 1993). Wives tend to have more responsibility than men for 
monitoring the relationship, confront issues that are disagreed upon, and set the tone of the 
conversation (Thompson &Walker, 1989). Levenson et al. (1993) found that women were 
more confrontational and used more expressive emotions and words than men. 
Gottman, Coan, Carrere, and Swanson (1998) discovered that there were several 
differences in men and women interaction processes. The researchers tried to predict marital 
stability and divorce according to the interaction processes between spouses. Marriages that 
were happy and stable had the characteristics of the wife softening the start up of the 
interaction, the husband accepting influence from her, the de-escalating and low-intensity 
negative affect, the wife was more likely to use humor, and the husband was more likely to 
use positive affect and de-escalation to soothe himself. On the other hand, marriages that 
were predictive of divorce had wives that had negative start up, refusal of the husband to 
accept influence from his wife, the wife's reciprocation of low intensity negativity, and the 
absence of de-escalation by the husband (Gottman et al., 1998). Gottman et al. (1998) also 
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found that distressed marriages and high levels of marital conflict are physiologically 
arousing for women and men, and men were more likely to withdraw when aroused 
physiologically. 
There have been several important changes in the domains of marriage that have 
affected gender roles in marriage. These include spouses' economic roles, in that females are 
now working and earning more than in past decades, work-family conflict due to these 
changing career and family roles, division of labor in the household between husbands and 
wives, perceptions of each spouse in terms of career and family Life, gender-role attitudes of 
men and women, which have become more egalitarian, and the balance of power in the 
relationship, with the trend of women and men having an equal balance of power (Rogers & 
Amato, 2000). Husbands and wives in midlife have less traditional attitudes about gender 
and fewer gender differences than older couples (Rogers &Amato, 2000). 
Age/Cohort Differences in Marital Quality 
Research on marital relationships in middle and later life is an area that has been 
overlooked in previous empirical literature. There are several differences between midlife 
and later life married couples, and many reasons for these differences. These differences are 
found in gender relations, marital satisfaction, and marital discord, along with several other 
areas. Previous research has often examined cohort differences at only one time point, and 
this does not account for earlier differences or later differences that could exist between 
cohorts. 
There has been a significant .change in marital attitudes over the last few decades, and 
these changes can be explained by greater sex role equality (Holahan,. 1984). According to 
Rogers and Amato (2000), spouses in midlife report that wives have a greater influence on 
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the marriage than husbands, and midlife wives contribute a greater proportion of family 
income than spouses in later life. It has also been reported that spouses in midlife have 
higher levels of marital discord, although there were no differences in terms of marital 
happiness between cohorts (Rogers &Amato, 2000). There is a significant difference 
between marital attitudes among middle-aged and older-aged cohorts, with middle-aged 
cohorts reporting more egalitarian marital attitudes (Holahan, 1984). Holahan also found that 
men in the "contemporary," or younger, cohort were more involved in family life and in the 
marriage, although the "contemporary" cohort reported lower marital satisfaction for both 
men and women. 
Cohort differences have also been reported in terms of sources of conflict. Middle-
aged couples reported higher levels of conflict than older couples, and the source of conflict 
differed, with middle-aged couples reporting more disagreements concerning children than 
older couples (Levenson et al., 1993). The sources of pleasure for the two cohorts also 
differed. Older couples received greater pleasure from discussing with children and 
grandchildren what things they had done together, dreams, and vacations, and the potential 
for pleasure was greater for older couples than for middle aged couples (Levenson et al., 
1993). 
Differences have also been found in the emotional quality of marriages between two 
cohorts. The resolution of important conflicts appeared to be more affectionate and less 
negative in older than middle aged couples. Older couples more often than middle-aged 
couples also actively used strategies that limited the negative experiences within the marriage 
(Carstensen et al., 1995). Contact with children and frequency of outside activities also 
increased marital satisfaction in late-life marriages (Huyck, 1995). 
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Interactions 
Very few studies have examined gender by cohort interactions in marital quality, and 
there are often inconsistent findings. For example, Holahan (1984) found that contemplation 
of divorce or separation was more likely for women in the younger cohort when compared to 
older women or men in both cohorts. Levenson et al. (1993), on the other hand, found 
evidence that older wives were more likely to consider separation than husbands of any age 
group and wives of the younger age group. Middle-aged men consistently showed lower 
scores for sources of pleasure in their marriages when compared to husbands and wives of 
the older age groups (Levenson et al., 1993). 
The studies by Holahan (1984) and Levenson et al. (1993) demonstrate that there is 
inconsistent evidence in the current literature on gender by cohort interactions. This study 
therefore examined gender by cohort interactions to evaluate if possible interactions exist, 
and where they exist. It can be expected that women of younger cohorts experience lower 
levels of marital satisfaction than older age groups. Gender roles within the family have 
changed drastically in the past few decades and continue to change, and this has an impact on 
the roles within marriage as well (Rogers &Amato, 2000). Midlife couples tend to be less 
traditional in their gender roles than older couples, experience more gender role conflict, 
conflict of division of labor in the household, and work-family conflicts (Rogers &Amato, 
2000), suggesting the hypothesis that younger women will have lower levels of marital 
quality than older women. 
It can also be speculated that gender interacts with a number of ri sk factors that are 
typically included as control variables in marriage studies. For example, Levenson et al. 
(1993) reported that lower physical health was related to marital quality differences for wives 
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but not for husbands. Because no other literature was found addressing gender or cohort 




Based on the reviewed literature, this study proposes nine hypotheses concerning 
marital relationships. 
1. Men will perceive their marital quality in early adulthood and in middle and later life 
as more positive than women. 
2. Older adults will perceive greater positive marital quality than adults in mid-life. 
3. The recollection of marital quality in early marriage will be strongly associated with 
present marital quality. 
4. The recollection of early influences will be positively associated with social contact 
in middle and later life. 
5. There will be a negative association between the recollection of early influences in an 
individual's life and neuroticism, and a positive association between the recollection 
of early influences and extraversion. 
6. Neuroticism will have a negative impact, while extraversion will have a positive 
impact on marital quality in middle and later life. 
7. High levels of friends contact will be positively associated with marital quality in 
middle and later life. 
8. Positive early influences are associated with positive marital quality in middle- and 
later life. 
9. Interactions: A. Women of the 1950's cohort will have lower levels of marital quality 
than women of the 1930's cohort and men of both cohorts. B. Women with poor 
health status will have lower present marital quality than all other groups of 
individuals. 
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The control variables that will be used in this study are length of marriage, age when 
first married, education level, work status, general health rating, the number of children, 




The data for this study are taken from the Interdisciplinary Longitudinal Study of 
Adult Development (ILSE; Martin, Grunendahl, &Martin, 2001). The information was 
collected during late 1993 and early 1996 at two collection centers, one in East Germany and 
the other in West Germany. The conditions under which the data were collected could have 
had an influence on the data due to the societal changes in Germany at that time. Germany 
had experienced reunification of East and West Germany in the early 1990's and several 
changes were continuously taking place within Germany. These changes occurred in all 
areas of life, including within the family, career wise, and within the social lives of the 
Germans. The data for this study consist of two birth cohorts. The participants in the first 
cohort were born between 1930 and 1932, whereas participants in the second .cohort were 
born between 1950 and 1952. Data collected included information from a biographical 
interview, medical data, cognitive tests, a psychiatric screening interview, exercise and 
leisure activities, attitudes, personality, and mental health. For the present study, the data 
were taken from the demographics section, biographical interviews, and personality section. 
Participants 
The sample for this study is representative of the German-speaking citizens of the 
German population, which represents 91 % of the total population in Germany. In Germany, 
all citizens are required to officially register in their communities. The addresses of 4,800 
potential participants were randomly taken from the local registries in Germany, and the 
individuals were then contacted. Participants were first contacted by mail and were then 
contacted over the telephone with an initial interview. The total sample for the ILSE study 
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consisted of 1,001 participants. In this sample, 500 participants were born between 1930 and 
1932 and 501 participants were born between 1950 and 1952. Half of the data for this study 
were collected in the former West Germany, whereas the other half were collected in the 
former East Germany. Of the individuals in this study that were married, some of the 
participants had been married once whereas others were in their second or later remarriages. 
Due to possible differences between first, second, or later marriages, only individuals who 
were in their first marriage were included. 
The sample consists of 264 women and 332 men. Men were purposely oversampled 
due to the fact that the participants were going to be recontacted at a later date. The sample 
had a higher education attainment than the general population in Germany. The age at first 
marriage for the 1930-32 cohort was 24.5 years old versus 23.1 for the 1950-52 cohort. The 
percentages of individuals employed in the 1930-32 cohort was 15%, versus 82% in the 
1950-1952 cohort. The majority of individuals in the 1930-32 cohort had an educational 
level of 8 years, and for the 1950-52 cohort the majority had an education between 8-10 
years. Detailed information about demographic characteristics of the sample is included in 
Table 1. 
Measures 
The main data collection was an extensive semi-structured interview that had been 
developed and used in various earlier German longitudinal studies of aging (Martin et al., 
2001). Major sections of the interview focus on retrospective biographical data. The use of 
retrospective data has its strengths and limitations. The strengths of retrospective data is that 
they contain extensive information and include a large range of open-ended questions. The 
use of retrospective data is a methodology that is extensively used in Europe, where the data 
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Table 1 
Means and Frequencies of Indicator Variables for Two Age Groups 
Cohort .Cohort 
Variable 30-32 50-52 30-32 50-52 
Frequencies Means 
N 315 281 - - 
Women/Men 130/185 134/147 - - 
Age at Marriage - - 24.52 23.06 
Length of Marriage (months) - - 454.50 246.90 
Number of Children (present) - - 1.99 1.55 
General Health Rating (range=l-5) - - 3.74 3.80 
Education 
0=no diploma 25 5 - - 
1=8 years 180 85 - - 
2=10 years 44 112 
3=vocational 7 12 
4=high school 4 57 
5=college 50 57 
Work Status 
No Work 253 49 - - 
(table continues) 
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Table 1 (continued) 
Cohort Cohort 
Variable 30-32 50-52 30-32 50-52 
Frequencies Means 
Work 47 231 
Monthly Income (German Marks) 
No Income 0 








Note. One dollar was roughly equal to two German Marks« 
were. collected. Retrospective data are an effective method to obtain information of the 
individual's past, when longitudinal data collection is not possible. 
The most important strength of using retrospective data is that it is useful when the 
researcher is not interested in the objective nature of the past experiences, but rather how 
those experiences are perceived later by the participants. Amato (1991) noted that 
recollected data did not change much over time, regardless of the individuals' mood. 
Retrospective data also have limitations. One limitation is that participants may not 
remember correctly their past experiences (Amato, 1991). An example of this would be 
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remembering only the good or only the bad times as a child, and therefore reporting incorrect 
childhood experiences. Another limitation of retrospective data is that an individual's 
personality could bias their reports. An example of this would be that a neurotic individual 
would report a more negative view of their experiences than emotionally stable individuals 
(Bouchard et al., 1999). Due to the fact that only a small number of studies have been 
conducted with extensive retrospective data, it is difficult to say whether shifts in moods 
affect the recollection of memories from early childhood (Amato, 1991). 
The in-depth, biographical interview was conducted and audio recorded by one 
interviewer. The interviewers were experienced and trained in ratings. Segments of these 
interviews were scored by five interviewers to assess reliability. In order to assess the quality 
of the rating measures, the interviewers' ratings for selected parts of the interviews were 
compared against a standard rating developed by the research team. All of the interviewers 
reached a minimum of 80% agreement with the standard rating. . The average agreement with 
the standard rating for the selected parts of the interview was 88%. The average interrater 
correlation was r = .95. The biographical interview consisted of open-ended questions, and 
the interviewer then rated answers on previously defined dimensions. The biographical 
interview included information about the past and present life. The interview covered several 
components: early childhood memories, school and adolescence, job-related experiences up 
to retirement, and family and individual development in early and middle adulthood. 
early Influences. Early influences, or distal influences, were measured by examining 
the life experiences of the past. This section consisted often questions in the biographical 
interview. Examples of questions asked during the interview are, "Did you get along with 
your parents?" "Tell me about your early childhood." "Were there any restrictions on you?" 
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The interview guideline for these questions can be found in Appendix A. After the questions 
were answered, ratings were performed for various domains. The first rating was concerned 
with the relationship with the mother, and the ratings of the answers were from 1=a negative 
relationship to 5=a positive relationship. The second rating was about the relationship with 
the father, and the answers were rated using the same rating scale. The third rating was 
concerned with the relationship between the parents with the range of answers between 1 and 
5, with 1=a very poor relationship between the parents and a 5=a very harmonious 
relationship. The fourth rating was about family cohesion, with a range of 1 to 5. A score of 
1=weak family cohesion and a score of 5=strong family cohesion. Control and discipline of 
the mother was the fifth rating, ranging from 1 to S. The sixth rating asked about the control 
and discipline of the father, with the same rating. Illness in childhood was the seventh rating, 
with 1=the participant was seldom sick during childhood and 5=the participant was 
frequently sick. The last rating was about the financial situation as a child, with a range of 1 
to 5, with 1=a restricted financial situation in childhood and S=not at all restricted financial 
situation. 
Personality. Personality, a proximal influence, was measured by the NEO Five 
Factor Inventory (I~TEO-FFI; Costa &McCrae, 1992). The five factor model is a 
comprehensive framework for organizing personality traits. This questionnaire contains five 
. . . . . . . . . . dimensions: Neuroticlsm, (l.e., being anxious or worned); extraversion, (i.e., the amount of 
warmth and friendliness); openness to experience, (i.e., the wiliness to try new things); 
agreeableness, (i.e., compliance); and conscientiousness, (i.e., self-discipline, McCrae & 
Costa, 1984). 
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The NEO-FFI is a 60-item questionnaire that measures these five dimensions and 
consists of 12 items per dimension (see Appendix B). Examples of the questions included, "I 
rarely feel lonely or blue," measuring neuroticism and, "I like to be where the action is," 
measuring extraversion. The respondents are asked to rate each question on a 5-point Likert 
scale, with 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree according to the extent in which the 
statement described the participants. The reliability of this index presented by Costa and 
McCrae (1992) was good, with alphas reported as varying between .74 and .89, with a mean 
of .81. The German version of the NEO was used for this study, with neuroticism having an 
alpha of .79 and extraversion having an alpha of .73 (Borkenau & Ostendorf, 1993). Scores 
for neuroticism and extraversion ranged from 0-48. Although all of the data were available 
for the five personality measures, only data from the neuroticism and extraversion measures 
were used in this study. 
Social Contact. Social contact measures, as proximal influences, were taken from the 
biographical interview. Social contact included two sections, family and friends. The social 
contact sections had more missing data than other sections of the interview. This is due to 
the nature of the relationships of the individuals with their social networks. The participants 
in the two cohorts are of an older population, particularly the 1930-1932 cohort, and were 
less likely to have parents living at the time the interviews were conducted. These 
individuals were also less likely to report having close or best friends and were more likely to 
report fewer friendships and less important friendships. 
The contact with friends was the first area of social contact examined in the 
interview. When measuring the contact with friends, six questions were answered by 
participants. The questions included, "Is there a person whom you consider to be a friend, 
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with whom you have a close contact, to whom you could go to, if you had a problem?" and, 
"How has your relationship to your friends changed over the last three years?" The questions 
are included in Appendix A. 
The following five ratings about friendships were responded to on a 5-point Likert 
scale. Activities with friends, satisfaction with friendships, and stress in friendships were 
rated as 1=very weak to 5=very strong. Help given and help received in the friendships were 
rated as 1=very little to 5=a lot of help. All ratings were combined into a summary score 
with high score indicating higher social contact with friends. The reliability analysis of this 
summary score (Cronbach's alpha) was .76. 
Family contact was measured next. The participants answered seven questions that 
included, "What do you do when you are together with your parents or in-laws?" and, "Has 
the relationship to your parents changed in the past three years? What about your in-laws?" 
The questions from the biographical interview are included in Appendix A. Only two 
variables were included in this study. The amount of contact with parents was rated as 
1=little contact to 5= a lot of contact. The relationships to parents were also rated on a 5-
point Likert scale, with 1=negative relationships to 5=positive relationships (see Appendix 
A). A summary score for these two variables was computed and had an alpha of .61. The 
higher the score, the higher the social contact with the family. 
Marital Quality. In the biographical interview, marital quality was measured at two 
reference points. These reference points were from the early marriage years, or distal 
influences, and the present time, or proximal influences. There were twelve questions that 
asked about the early marriage years. These included, "Can you tell me about the time when 
you met your husband/wife? What did you like about him/her?' and, "How would you 
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describe the first years of marriage? How did you spend your time, what did you do 
together?" Marital quality in the early marriage years was rated on a 5-point Likert scale. 
The first rating was concerned with the amount of involvement and investment, with 1=little 
to 5=high involvement and investment in the marriage. The second rating was concerned 
with the amount of intimacy in the marriage, with 1=very distant and 5=very intimate. The 
third rating was about marital satisfaction, with 1=very weak to 5=very strong. The three 
variables for marital quality in early adulthood, involvement/investment, intimacy, and 
satisfaction were then computed into one index score, with an alpha of .80. The higher the 
score, the higher the early marital quality. 
The present marital quality included fifteen questions. Examples of the questions 
include, "What does being faithful mean to you?" "What meaning does faithful have in your 
marriage?" and, "Has your relationship to your spouse changed during the past three years?" 
(areas to be covered included: intimacy, sexuality, and personal needs). From these 
questions, seven ratings were developed, using a 5-point Likert scale. This study used five of 
the ratings. The amount of leisure time spent together and activities shared together were all 
rated from 1=little to 5=a lot. Marital satisfaction, support given in the relationship, and 
support received in the relationship were all rated as 1=low to 5=high. A summary score for 
these five measures of present marital quality was then computed. This summary score had 
an alpha of .76. The higher the summary score, the higher the marital quality. 
Design and Analysis 
The first step of analysis in this study was to examine descriptive information: 
number of participants, means, and standard deviations for each of the fve areas; early 
influences, social contact, personality, marital quality in early marriage, and present marital 
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quality. The second step was to test for gender differences in the areas of early influences, 
social contact, neuroticism, extraversion, and marital quality. This was done by computing an 
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) to compare means of men and women for each of these 
variables after controlling for age at first marriage, length of marriage, education, general 
health rating, number of children, work status, income, and region. The third step of analysis 
was to examine age group differences. This was done for each of the four variables: early 
influences, social contact, personality, and marital quality. Age group differences were 
analyzed by ANCOVA. 
The fourth step was to assess for Gender x Cohort interactions. In order to assess 
interaction effects, ANCOVAs were computed for each of the dependent variables; early 
influences, social contact, neuroticism, extraversion, marital quality in early adulthood, and 
present marital quality. For all ANCOVA analyses, the following covariates were used: age 
at first marriage, length of marriage, education, general health rating, the number of children, 
work status, region, and income. 
The fifth step was to assess Gender x Health interactions. This was done by first 
computing frequencies on the health variable in order to examine the distribution of answers. 
The health variable was then recoded into two levels, very healthy and less healthy 
participants. Less healthy individuals were those that scored a 1-3 (1 =not at all healthy, 2 = 
somewhat healthy, 3 =average health) on the health status question, and very healthy 
individuals were those that scored a 4-5 (4 =very healthy and 5 =extremely healthy) on the 
health status question. An ANOVA was then computed to determine if there was a 
significant interaction. 
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The sixth step was to examine correlations. Pearson correlations were computed for 
each of the variables in the study: early influences, social contact, neuroticism, extraversion, 
and marital quality. The seventh step was to compute a series of blockwise hierarchical 
regression analyses. This step included examining how much each of the predictor variables 
(i.e., early influences, marital quality in early marriage, social contact, neuroticism, and 
extraversion) was able to predict the dependent variable, marital quality. Block one included 
the covariates mentioned previously, block two added the two personality variables of 
neuroticism and extraversion, block three added the four early influences variables of 
relationship to mother, relationship to father, illness in childhood, and finances in childhood, 
block four included social contact of friends, and the last block, block five, added marital 
quality in early marriage. The social contact _with family was not included in these analyses 
due to the amount of missing data for this section. 
Multiple regressions were computed five times. The first multiple regression was 
computed for the entire sample as a whole. The next step was to compute separate multiple 
regressions for each of the four sub-groups; men, women, individuals from the 1930's cohort, 
and individuals from the 1950's cohort. 
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RESULTS 
The following section will first summarize descriptive information for the sample as a 
whole. The effect of the covariates on proximal and distal variables will be presented next. 
The findings from the following analyses will then be presented: gender and cohort 
differences, relationship between proximal and distal variables, and predictors of marital 
quality. 
Descriptive Information 
The sample for this study included only those individuals who were currently in their 
first marriage, with a total of 596 participants. Descriptive information for all of the study 
variables for the entire sample is included in Table 2. The table includes the number of 
individuals who answered each question, the mean, and the standard deviation for each 
variable. Interesting results emerged for several variables. For the early influences variables, 
relationship to mother had the highest mean score (i.e., M= 4.02, range = 1-5). The lowest 
mean score of the early influences variables was illness in childhood (i.e., M = 2.46, range = 
1-5). The two personality variables of neuroticism and extraversion had means scores of M= 
18.31 and M = 27.4, respectively (range = 1- 48). The summary score of social contact with 
friends had a mean score of M = 15.01 (range = 1-25). The summary score of social contact 
with family had a mean score of M= 6.91 (range = 1-10). The marital quality in early 
marriage summary score had a mean ofM= 12.1 (range = 1-15). The variables included in 
the summary score for marital quality all had high mean scores, ranging from M = 3.89 to M 
= 4.10 (range = 1-5). The summary score for present marital quality had a mean score of M 
= 19.3 (range= 1-25). The variables included in the present marital quality all had high mean 
scores, ranging from M = 3.29 to M = 4.12 (range = 1-5). 
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Table 2 
Means, Standard Deviations, and N for Dependent Variables 
Dependent Variable N M SD 
Early Influences (range 1-5) 
Relationship to mother 577 4.02 0.90 
Relationship to Father 555 3.81 0.99 
Relationship between parents 544 3.51 1.14 
Family cohesion 578 3.67 1.02 
ControUdiscipline-mother 567 3.17 0.96 
ControUdiscipline-father 532 3.23 1.04 
Illness in childhood 577 2.46 1.04 
Financial situation-childhood 580 2.54 1.21 
Personality (range 0-48) 
Neuroticism 567 18.31 6.82 
Extraversion 563 27.40 5.80 
Social Contact (range 1-5) 
Activities with fi-iends 484 3.21 1.20 
Satisfaction with friendships 479 4.01 0.95 
Stress in friendships 476 1.51 0.72 
Help given in friendships 454 3.10 1.20 
Help received in friendships 454 2.99 1.18 
(table continues) 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Dependent Variable N M S~ 
Summary score- friends 452 15.01 
Contact with parents 281 3.21 
Relationships to parents 277 3.67 
Summary score- family 275 6.91 
Present Marital Quality (range 1-5) 
Support given 524 4.12 
Support received 524 3.96 
Leisure time spent together 559 3.29 
Activities together-present 591 3.93 
Satisfaction 590 4.03 
Summary score-present marriage 493 19.3 
Early Marital Quality (range 1-5) 
Involvement/investment 591 4.11 
Intimacy 592 3.89 
Satisfaction 594 4.10 















The number of participants for each variable in the study varied greatly due to the 
nature of the questions. The variables that have a fewer number of respondents are those that 
concerned parents and friends. This is due to the fact that many of the participants did not 
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have parents living at the time of the interview and did not state that they had a best friend to 
talk with or relate the questions to. 
The following variables were used as control variables in these analyses: age at 
marriage, length of marriage, number of children, income, health status, .education level, 
work status, and the region in which they lived (i.e., East versus West Germany). Many of 
these variables can be considered risk factors. In the following section, the effect of these 
risk factors on the proximal and distal variables will be assessed. 
The Effects o, f'Control Variables on Study Variables 
The number of children, region (East and West Germany), health status (healthy-not 
healthy), length of marriage (number of months), education level (no diploma-college 
educated), and income (no income-4000 German marks) all were significantly associated 
with several proximal and distal variables. Living in East Germany was positively associated 
with marital quality in early marriage, the present marital quality, health status, relationship 
between parents, family cohesion and was negatively associated with the number of children. 
Living in East Germany was also positively related with social contact of the family, 
relationship to mother, relationship to father and negatively related with education. Living in 
West- Germany was positively related with control and discipline of mother and father and 
finances in childhood. 
Education was positively associated with health status and income, and negatively 
associated with neuroticism. The length of marriage was positively associated with health 
and extraversion. Finances in childhood was also positively related with health and 
education, and negatively related with the number of children. Illness in childhood was 
negatively associated with education and positively associated with current health. The 
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relationship to mother and father was positively related with health and negatively related 
with the number of children. The relationship to father was also positively associated with 
the length of marriage as well. 
>~ 
The two covariates that obtained the most significant results here health status and 
region. Health differences were obtained for extraversion, F (1, 526) _ .33, p < .001; 
neuroticism, F (l , 5 29) = 24.45, p < .001; marital quality in early marriage, F (l , 5 3 8) = 8.80, 
p < .001; and present marital quality, F (l , 448) = 23.13, p < .001; F (1, 526) _ .26.96, p < 
.001. Health differences were also found for all of the early influences variables, with the 
exception of controUdiscipline of mother and father and illness in childhood. 
Regional differences were obtained for present marital quality, F (l , 448) = 25.82, p 
< .001; family support, F (1, 25 7) = 4.88, p < .05; and marital quality in early marriage, F (l , 
538) = 32.34, p < .001. Regional differences also were obtained for the early influences 
variables, except for illness in childhood. Present marital quality was higher in East rather 
than in West Germany, family support was higher in East Germany, and the marital quality 
in early marriage was higher in East Germany than in West Germany. For the early 
influences variables, West Germans had higher scores than East Germans for the following 
distal variables: controUdiscipline of mother, controUdiscipline of father, and high financial 
security. 
Gender and Cohort Difference 
A 2 (Gender) x 2 (Cohort) factorial design was used to examine mean group 
differences for the study variables. The results of the ANCOVAs are shown in Table 3. 
Significant gender differences and a few cohort differences were obtained. Gender 


























































































O O ~ O O O~~O N O O 
.-~ M 
~ 00 O ~ N M ~ d' .--+ 
M M M M M M N N N .--~ 
O ~ 
~ 
N O~ M mot' ~ M '-: • 
tt M M M N M N N N 
N O O~ O N O ~ ~ 00 
~- ~ M d- M M N N .-+ 
.--a 
~ pMp 00 ~ ~ .~-~ N ~' r-+ 





`O M M o0 t~ ~ 00 N ~ 
O~ t~ `O N N ~ M ~ M 
.-~ 
O~ ~ O  M ~ M ~ d' N .-~ • 
M M M M M M N N N 
~t M M M M M N N r--+ .--~ 
~ ~ 
~ ~ O ~, ~ ~ p+p 00 r-+ 
~ M M 00 ~ r-+ 00 ~ \O 
.-+ M M M ('~ ~' r--+ 
~ ~ ~ ~ N N ~ ~ O 
M M M M M M N N N 
.-~ 
O ~ ~t ~ 0 N M ~ N 

























































































































































~ r--~ .-+ r--+ 
~ O `O O~ 
N N ~--~ 
~- N O~ 
pi p ~ ~t N 00 
~ ~ ~ ty r-, 
O 
~ ~ 
~- ~ to to r-+ 
~ O d - 00 ~ 
~ 00 00 O~ 
O 
~ ~ ~ 






p ~ ~ N M 
~ 00 ~ O d' 
~ N o0 
M 
~ ~ O ~ O 
~ ~ O  N O,
~ ~ ~ 


























































of mother, F (l, 519) = 3.94, p < .05; financial situation in childhood, F (1, 528) = 4.78, p < 
.05; and neuroticism, F (1, 529) = 3 8.59, p < .001, all with women showing higher mean 
scores than men. Cohort differences were found to be significant for relationship between 
parents, F (l , 495) = 10.68, p < .001, with the older cohort having higher mean scores; family 
cohesion, F (1, 526) = 8.27, p < .01, with the older cohort having higher mean scores; and 
extraversion, F (l , 526) = 4.64, p < .OS, with the younger cohort having higher mean scores. 
Interactions were examined next. There was no significant interaction for Gender x 
Cohort for marital quality. Two variables, relationship to mother and financial situation in 
childhood, yielded significant Gender x Cohort interactions or showed a statistical trend: 
relationship to mother, F (l , 525) = 7.06, p < .O l and financial situation in childhood, F (l , 
528) = 3.00, p < .10. Women in the older cohort reported the highest level of relationship to 
their mothers, with women in the younger cohort reporting the lowest levels of relationship 
to their mothers. The results for the analysis of variance for Health x Gender interactions on 
marital quality showed no significant interaction, F (1, 483) = 1.5 3, p > .OS . 
Relationships Between Proximal and Distal Variables 
Correlations were computed next for the following variables: social contact with 
friends, present marital quality, social contact with family, marital quality in early marriage, 
relationship to mother, relationship to father, relationship between parents, family cohesion, 
control/discipline of mother, controUdiscipline of father, illness in childhood, financial 
situation in childhood, neuroticism, and extraversion. The results are shown in Table 4. 
Significant results were found for several variables, although only those that 
corresponded to the hypotheses will be reported here. The marital quality in early marriage 
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The early influences variables (i.e., relationship to mother, relationship to father, relationship 
of parents, family cohesion and finances in childhood) were all significantly positively 
correlated with social contact with family. Two early influences variables (i.e., relationship 
to father and family cohesion) were significantly positively correlated with social contact 
with friends. Neuroticism was significantly negatively correlated with the early influences of 
relationship to mother, r (549) _ -.09, p < .05, and finances in childhood, r (552) _ -.13, p < 
.01. Extraversion was significantly positively correlated with the early influences of 
relationship to mother, r (545) _ .09, p < .OS, and relationship to father, r (525) _ .14, p < .01, 
and positively correlated with present marital quality, r (463) _ .17, p < .Ol . 
Predictors of Marital Quality 
A blockwise hierarchical multiple regression was computed next in order to examine 
how much each of the predictor variables (i.e., early influences variables, social support of 
friends, marital quality in early marriage, neuroticism, and extraversion) were able to predict 
the present marital quality of the participants in the sample. 
Block 1 contained the covariates of age at marriage, length of marriage, number of 
children, education, health, work status, income, and region. The covariates were put into the 
model as the first block in order to control for each of these variables. This would allow for 
all effects found in the following regression models to be above and beyond the effects of the 
covariates. Block 2 added the personality variables of neuroticism and extraversion. 
Personality was put into the second block in order to examine the effects of the other 
variables above and beyond the effects of personality, due to personality's stable and 
enduring traits. Personality was also- put into the second block because of possible recall 
effects as a function of personality (i.e., neurotic individuals are more likely to recall 
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negative relationships). The recalled early influences variables were added in block 3 of the 
model and included the variables of relationship to mother, relationship to father, illnesses in 
childhood, and financial situation in childhood. These variables were added next because 
they reported recollection from early childhood. Block 4 added the social contact with 
friends and family, because these were considered to be important proximal resources. Block 
5 contained the marital quality in early marriage to test the effect of recalled early marital 
quality above and beyond the effect of the other proximal and distal variables. This allowed 
the examination of whether positive or negative recollections of the past marital relationship 
overshadowed other influences on the present marital relationship. 
Hierarchical multiple regressions were computed five separate times (see Table 5-9). 
The analyses were conducted first with the total sample (Table 5), and then with men. only 
(Table 6), women only (Table 7), the 1930's cohort (Table S), and then the 1950's cohort 
(Table 9). 
Predictors of Marital Quality for the Total Sample. The results for the total sample 
are shown in Table 5. For model 1, significant predictors were health status and region, ~ _ 
.20, p < .001 and (3 = .23, p < .001, respectively. The results suggest that better health status 
and region (i.e., East Germany) was predictive of present marital quality. In model 2, 
neuroticism was added as a significant predictor, R = -.14, p < .01, indicating that individuals 
scoring high on neuroticism had lower scores on marital quality. Model 3 added two 
significant distal predictors as well, relationship to mother, R = .14, p < .05, and relationship 
to father, ~3 = .13, p < .05, suggesting that the better the relationship to mother and father, the 
better the marital quality. Model 4 did not add any significant predictors, even though social 
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marital quality in early marriage, ~ _ .40, p < .001. Other predictors of marital quality 
changed in model 5 as well. Region and relationship to mother were no longer significant 
once marital uality in early marriage was added as a predictor of present marital quality. q 
The results for the entire sample explained 31 % of the variance in present marital 
quality (adjusted R2 = .28). There was a significant increase in variance explained for each 
new block, with the exception of adding the friends' social contact. 
Predictors of Marital Quality for Men. The results for the men's model are shown in 
Table 6 and showed significant predictors as well. Model 1 had two significant predictors of 
present marital quality, health status, ~3 = .24, p < .001, and region, ~i = .15, p < .OS . Model 2 
(adding personality) did not add any significant predictors. Model 3 added relationship to 
father, ~3 = .27, p < .001 as a significant predictor, and region became no longer significant. 
Model 4 added social contact with friends as a marginally significant predictor. Model 5 
added marital quality in early marriage, ~ _ .24, p < .001 as a significant predictor of present 
marital quality. The final block of this model explained 28% of the variance in present 
marital quality (adjusted R2 = .22). There was a significant increase in variance for models 1, 
3, and 5. 
Predictors of Marital Quality for Women. The results for the women's sample are 
included in Table 7. For model 1 of the women only sample, there were two significant 
predictors of present marital quality: region, R = .31, p < .001 and health, ~ _ .18, p < .05. 
Model 2 added neuroticism, ~ _ -.21, p < .05, as a significant predictor, although health was 
no longer significant. Model 3 and 4 did not add any significant predictors of present marital 
quality. Mode15 added marital quality in early marriage, ~3 = .52, p < .001, and region 
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The final model for women significantly explained 41 % of the variance in present marital 
quality (adjusted R2 = .35). The difference in variance explained by the model increased for 
model 2 and model 5. 
There were several gender differences and some similarities. The gender differences 
were shown in the health variable, with significant findings for men in all five models, and 
only one significant finding for women in model 1. Region was found to be significant for 
women in four of the five models, whereas region was only significant in two models for 
men. The major similarity between men and women was in the early marital quality, which 
was a significant predictor of marital quality for both men and women. The effect was 
stronger, however, for women. 
Predictors of Marital Quality for the 1930's Cohort. The results for the 1930's 
cohort are shown in Table 8. The multiple regression model for the 193u's cohort contained 
several signif cant predictors of marital quality. Model 1 included health, ~ _ .22, p < .OS 
and region, ~3 = .21, p < .OS as significant predictors of present marital quality. Model 2 did 
not add any significant predictors, but did lose the predictor of health. Mode13 lost the 
previous significant predictors and added relationship to mother, ~ _ .26, p < .01. Model 4 
did not add any significant predictors, and relationship to mother remained significant. 
Model 5 added the finances in childhood, ~i = .14, p < .05, and early marital quality, ~ _ .53, 
p < .001 as significant predictors. The f naI model explained 49% of the variance in present 
marital quality (adjusted R2 = .42). The difference in variance explained by each block 
increased from models 1 to 3, and again from model 4 to model 5. 
Predictors of Marital Quality for the 1950's Cohort. The results for the 1950's 
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significant predictors of the variance in marital quality. Model 1 contained significant 
predictors of health status, ~ _ .18, p < .OS and region, ~ _ .23, p < .O 1. Model 2 added 
neuroticism, R = -.16, p < .OS as a significant predictor. Model 3 added relationship to father, 
~ _ .17, p < .OS as a significant predictor. Model 4 did not add social contact as a significant 
predictor of the present marital quality. Model 5 added marital quality in early marriage, ~3 = 
.31, p < .001 as a significant predictor. The predictor of health lost its significance in model 
5. 
The final model significantly explained 25% of the variance in present marital quality 
(adjusted R2 = .19). Models 1 through 3 improved significantly, whereas model 4 showed no 
improvement. There was a significant change in explained variance obtained from model 4 
to model 5. 
There were several similarities and differences between the results of the regressions 
for the 1930's and the 1950's cohorts. The two cohorts showed the same significant 
predictors in model 1 (i.e., health and region). The two cohorts also shared common 
significant predictors with the early marital quality in the final model. The differences 
between the two cohorts are found in models 2 through 5. The 1950's cohort included 
neuroticism as a significant predictor in all five models. The early influences variables 
showed that the relationship to mother was significant for the 1930's cohort, whereas the 
relationship to father was significant for the 1950's cohort. Health remained significant in 




The results of this study yielded several interesting findings. One important finding 
was the significance of relationship to mother and relationship to father variables. There 
were also significant gender and cohort differences. These differences are in the recollection 
of early influences, early marital quality, social contact, personality, and their present marital 
quality. One example of these differences is that women had higher scores in neuroticism 
than men. Another difference between younger and older cohorts suggests that individuals in 
younger cohorts had higher scores in neuroticism than individuals in older cohorts. Overall, 
predictors of marital quality included health status, region, level of neuroticism, the 
relationship to father and mother, and the early marital quality. 
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DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to examine gender and cohort differences in the 
recollection of early influences, social contact of friends and family, personality traits of 
neuroticism and extraversion, and marital quality. This study also examined the effects of 
proximal and distal variables on marital quality. The results revealed several significant 
gender and cohort differences, and several predictors of marital quality emerged. 
Gender and Cohort Differences 
The first hypothesis of this study, that men would perceive their marital quality in 
early adulthood and later life to be more positive than women, was not supported. The 
second hypothesis, that older adults would perceive greater positive marital quality than 
adults in middle age, was also not supported. It is unclear why these results were obtained, 
although there are several possible explanations. One explanation for these results is due to 
the way the cohort variable was measured. The results could be because the two cohorts 
used in this study were actually two different age groups, with one in their middle and the 
other in their later life. This study used the cohorts because this was the selection criterion 
for the Interdisciplinary Study of Adult Development (ILSE). ILSE collected their cohort 
data based on one cohort being born before World War II and the other cohort being born 
after World War II. Therefore, this study used the same selection criterion as the original 
data. 
Another explanation was that this study used a German sample, therefore the results 
cannot be generalized to other populations. Perhaps gender and cohort differences are less 
pronounced in Germany than in the United States. Another reason that these hypotheses 
were not confirmed maybe due to the way that marital quality was measured. For this study, 
~o 
marital quality was measured by the interviewer and coders, which may have affected the 
results. This study also did not compare husbands and wives directly, but rather compared 
unrelated men and women who were interviewed about their marital relationships. This may 
have affected the outcome of the results as well. Another reason that gender differences were 
not found could be due to the exaggeration of gender differences often reported in the 
literature (Karney &Bradbury, 1995). 
One additional explanation for the results_ not agreeing with the previous literature 
could be due to the time when the data were collected, which was in the early 1990's, soon 
after the reunification of Germany in 1990. There were several changes that occurred after 
the reunif cation of Germany. These changes are often described as social and cultural 
transformations. The study of middle and later age individuals in East and West Germany 
can help to explain the effect of historical changes on individual development. The two 
groups of individuals, East and West Germans, had to adjust to societal changes, with East 
Germans experiencing the most change, because they were integrated into West Germany. 
Work conditions and family life changed dramatically after reunification, with more women 
losing their jobs, higher threat of unemployment, financial hardships, and stress and physical 
health changes (Martin & Lempers, 2001). All of these changes affected individuals long 
after the reunification. This change might have affected the results in several ways. 
Relationship between Early Marital Quality and Present Marital Quality 
The third hypothesis, which predicted that the recollection of early marital quality 
would be strongly associated with present marital quality, was supported by the results. The 
recollection of marital quality in the early marriage was strongly associated with the marital 
quality at the present time. High marital quality in early marriage predicted high marital 
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quality at the present time. These results are consistent with previous literature. Adelmann, 
Chadwick, and Baerger (1996), for example, found that early marital quality was related to 
the present marital quality in a linear fashion, particularly with negative marital quality as the 
outcome. Orbuch et al. (1996) also found that couples who were satisfied in early marriage 
had stable levels of satisfaction later on. Couples who thought about divorce or separation 
continued to think- about divorce and separation throughout the course of the marital 
relationship. 
The results also inform us about the use of retrospective data in marital studies. The 
moderate association between marital quality in the early years of marriage and the present 
marital quality shows enough differentiation, which also explains that the use of retrospective 
data is useful and important. The size of the correlation suggests that recollection of early 
marital quality is related to present marital quality, although these are not the same 
constructs. The correlation is reasonable to suggest that there is some overlap between the 
two variables, but at the same time, they do not measure current marital quality alone. 
Relationship between Early Influences and Social Contact 
The fourth hypothesis, which stated that early influences would be positively 
associated with social contact in the middle and later years, was partially supported. Social 
contact of friends was positively associated with the distal variables of relationship to father 
and with family cohesion. In other words, the greater the relationship to the father in 
childhood and the greater the family cohesion in childhood, the greater the present friend 
contact. Family contact was positively associated with the distal variables of relationship to 
mother, relationship to father, relationship of parents, family cohesion, and the financial 
situation in childhood. This supports the idea that in early childhood, the greater the 
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relationship to mother, the relationship to father, the relationship between parents, family 
cohesion, and financial situation in childhood, the greater the social contact with the family 
in later life. Parental-family structure and relationships have a great influence on several 
aspects of the adult children's lives (Feng et al., 1999; Webster et al., 1995), and this was 
found for the recollected relationship to father showing greater association with social 
contact than the relationship to the mother. This was true for the total sample. and for males, 
which could be due to the lineage relationship of fathers to sons. Males .may also be more 
likely to identify with their fathers, and the time spent with fathers and sons has increased in 
recent years. The greater the support for the marital relationship by social network members, 
the greater the marital quality and commitment that each spouse had for their marriage 
(Bryant &Conger, 1999). This lineage relationship between fathers and sons maybe unique 
to Germans and needs to be investigated in the United States and other cultures. 
Relationship between Early Influences and Personality 
The fifth hypothesis, which stated that there would be a significant negative 
association between early influences and neuroticism, along with a significant positive 
association between early influences and extraversion, was partially supported. Relationship 
to mother and finances in childhood were negatively associated with neuroticism for the total 
sample. The more neurotic an individual was, the more negative the relationship to mother 
and the more negative financial situation in childhood was recalled. The direction of this 
relationship can be explained in two ways. A negative early relationship to mother may 
cause one to become neurotic. The second explanation could be that neurotic individuals are 
more likely to recall a negative relationship to mother. 
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The relationship to mother and relationship to father was positively associated with 
extraversion. This could be due to two explanations. The first is that recalled positive 
relationshi s with mother and father leads to being more extraverted in later life. The second 
p 
ex lanation is that extraverted individuals recall more positive relationships with their 
p 
mothers and fathers in their childhoods. 
Predictions of Marital Quality 
Hypotheses six through eight address the prediction of marital quality. The sixth 
hypothesis stating that neuroticism had a negative impact and extraversion had a positive 
im act on the marital quality in middle and later life was supported for neuroticism in three 
p 
of the sample groups, but not for extraversion. The association between neuroticism and 
marital quality was found for the total sample, women, and the 1950's cohort. The results 
are consistent with Twenge (2000) who reported that neuroticism has increased in later-born_ 
cohorts. This could be due to the time period in which younger .cohorts were raised, in 
comparison to the time period in which the older cohort was raised (Twenge, 2000). An 
example of this is that the 1950 cohort, particularly women, experienced a societal change of 
the women's movement at a time of young adulthood, whereas the 1930 cohort were older 
and perhaps less impacted by the women's movement. It was also found that women's 
scores of neuroticism increased more significantly than men (Twenge, 2000). These results 
are consistent with findings of other studies in which neuroticism was found to be the most 
influential and most identified personality trait associated with marital instability and marital 
quality (Barry, 1970; Bouchard et al., 1999). 
The seventh hypothesis, that positive friend contact would be predictive of marital 
quality, was not supported.. The social contact provided by friends was not predictive of the 
74 
present marital quality in any of the five samples, which maybe due to the lack of 
friendships that individuals have or the lack of importance that friendships have for these 
populations. Another reason why this hypothesis was not supported could be because of the 
measure of social contact used in this study, instead of the typical measures of social support 
and social networks. 
The eighth hypothesis, that positive early influences would be associated with 
positive marital quality, was partially supported. In the total sample, having a good 
relationship to your mother in your childhood resulted in a higher level of present marital 
quality. This could be explained by the idea that women have been more _heavily involved in 
child care (Thompson &Walker, 1989), and although the total sample includes a wide 
variety of individuals, the norm has been that woman take the primary responsibility of 
childcare. 
For the men and the 195 0's samples, having a good relationship to the father in 
childhood was predictive of higher present marital quality. In the 1930's sample, having a 
good relationship to the mother in childhood predicted marital quality in the present. There 
were no significant findings for the women only sample. Possible explanations for why 
having a good relationship to the father in childhood was more important for men than for 
women or when compared to having a good relationship to your mother in childhood could 
be due to lineage effects. Aquilino (1994) found that children tend to identify better with 
their same-sex parent. In this study, the male sample was more likely to have a good 
relationship to their fathers than females, which is consistent with Aquilino (1994). In the 
1950's sample, having a good relationship to the father was more significant than 
relationship to the mother, and for the 1930's cohort, the opposite was found to be true. 
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These results could be due to the role of the father changing over time. The younger cohort 
may have closer relationships with their fathers than older cohorts, due to these changing 
family roles. Fathers are becoming more expressive, intimate, providing more nurturance 
than fathers in past decades (Lamb &Lamb, 1976). 
Hypothesis nine that specified Gender x Cohort and Gender x Health interactions 
were not supported. There was no evidence that younger women had lower levels of marital 
quality than any other group. There was also no interaction between health and gender on 
the outcome variable of present marital quality, as the results showed. Previous literature 
(Levenson et al, 1993) had found that gender interacts with poor health risk factors. The 
results of this study did not support this. This could be due to the fact that this study used a 
primarily healthy sample. 
Although there were no interactions found for marital quality, there was an 
unexpected intergenerational interaction. Older women recalled more positive relationships 
with their mothers, whereas younger women recalled the lowest levels of relationship to their 
mother. This could be due to historical trends and societal changes, such as the women's 
movement (Mason, Czajka, & Arber, 1976). Mothers of past decades, or of older 
generations, were more likely to be stay-at-home mothers, and were less likely to work 
outside of the home. Therefore, they were more likely to spend more time at home and with 
their children than mothers of younger generations, and fathers are spending more time 
nurturing their children than in past decades as well (Lamb &Lamb, 1976). 
Theoretical Implications 
The results in this study support several components of the .developmental adaptation 
model (Martin &Martin, 2002) and the vulnerability-stress-adaptation model of marriage 
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(Karney &Bradbury, 1995). The developmental adaptation model includes distal influences 
(i.e., early influences and early marital quality), proximal influences (i.e., social contact and 
p 
ersonality), and a developmental outcome (i.e., present marital quality). This study answers 
several questions proposed by Martin and Martin (2002), in that the distal influences (i.e., 
early influences and early marital quality) continue to have an impact over time, and the 
effect of these experiences has an impact on the development of individuals. 
Several specific findings support the model of developmental adaptation. For 
example, the importance of specific early relationships has an impact on the present marital 
quality. Specifically, the relationship to father had an impact on present marital quality for 
the total sample. The resources of the developmental adaptation model included personality 
and social contact. The importance of personality as an individual resource was partially 
supported with neuroticism emerging as significant, whereas extraversion was not. The 
social contact variables were not significant in this study. 
The vulnerability-stress-adaptation model (Karney &Bradbury, 1995) is similar to 
the developmental adaptation model, because it focuses on adaptation. In addition, the model 
uses the same outcome variable as this study, marital quality, although this study does not 
include stress as the vulnerability-stress-adaptation model has done (Karney &Bradbury, 
1995). The early influences variables and the personality variables in this study could be 
seen as enduring vulnerabilities in the model and turned out to be important predictors of 
marital quality. Applying this model, along with the variables of this study and adding 
stressor variables, would be a useful tool for future research on marital quality. 
~~ 
Limitations 
This study has several limitations. One important limitation of this study was the use 
of retrospective data. The use of retrospective data can bias the results due to the fact that 
individuals may remember their past incorrectly due to other influences, such as personality 
or mental health (Amato, 1991). For example, Abrahams and Whitlock (1969) reported that 
depressed patients were more likely than non-depressed patients to report poor childhood 
family relationships, although no difference in the recollection of these relationships was 
found 18 months later, even after remission of depression. Parker (1981) found that 
depressed individuals reported less parental care and more overprotectiveness in childhood 
than non-depressed individuals, and again, these recalled relationships did not change over 
time, regardless of level of depression. As discussed earlier, retrospective data have 
strengths and limitations, and only with more studies on the use of retrospective data will the 
effects of it be known (Amato, 1991). The use of cross-sectional data assess each marriage at 
only one point in time, and the lack of use of longitudinal data is another limitation of several 
other studies of this nature as well (Vailliant &Vailliant, 1993). One area that this study did 
not address is that of longitudinal changes over time. Instead, this research relied on the 
recollection of past influences. It is important to combine longitudinal and retrospective data 
in order to bring past experiences. into current relationships, which can only be found in 
retrospective data. 
Another limitation of this study was the exclusion of household variables, such as 
household tasks shared. This study could only use the variables that were available at the 
time of the study, and a household tasks variable was not included in the data set. Using a 
household task variable that measures the amount of housework completed by each spouse 
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and those shared, along with perceived equality in household tasks has been shown to be 
important in the literature (Kulik, 2002). 
Another limitation of this study was the social contact variables. The social contact 
variables were weak in some of the analyses, such as the hierarchical regression models. 
This could be due to the nature of the questions used to assess social contact. The family 
contact variable was the weakest of the two contact variables. One reason for this could be 
that the individuals in this study did not have many family members alive, or had much 
contact with them, particularly with the older cohort. 
The method in which the marital quality variables were assessed would be a strength 
and also a limitation. The marital quality variables were not measured by a typical marital 
quality scale, such as the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976). They were based on in-
depth interviews that were later translated into observer scores. The strength of this method 
is that the interview is more in depth than a typical paper-and-pencil questionnaire due to the 
nature of detailed interviews, allowing the interviewer to probe difficult matters of a marital 
relationship. The limitations of this method are that other factors, such as personality, can 
interfere with the ratings, and therefore the ratings would not be objective assessments of 
marital relationships. 
The sample is limited to the German culture, and even within Germany, there are 
clear regional differences. The culture of Germany, both East and West, is very different 
than that of other cultures, such as in the United States. The timing of the data collection is 
important, and this is particularly true for this sample, in which the data were gathered soon 
after the reunification of East and West Germany. The German society was going through a 
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time of maj or societal and political change during the time period when the two cohorts were 
born and raised, accounting for differences shown in individuals in East and West Germany. 
Directions for Future Research 
These results suggest several important avenues for future research. More 
longitudinal research on marital relationships is needed in order to understand marital 
relationships and their development, and it is important to conduct longitudinal research 
designs on marital relationships (Karney &Bradbury, 1995). Longitudinal data provide 
information about changes over time. For this particular study, longitudinal data would 
extend the findings that marital quality is related to earlier influences from childhood and 
early marital quality. Longitudinal data would allow the examination of whether or not this 
relationship between the present marital quality and other influences becomes stronger or 
weaker over time. 
Future research could also examine additional mediators. and moderators of marriage. 
Health could be an important mediator or moderator worth exploring in future research. 
other possible moderators could include geographic region in which individuals live. 
Another important direction for future research would be to include both spouses of 
the marital relationships in the research, instead of only having one respondent from the 
marriage. Using two-person data would allow the examination of gender differences within 
the marital relationship. In other words, this will get at both angles of the relationship, from 
the male and female perspectives. The data from each spouse could then be compared with 
each other, along with comparing the data to other couples as well as to examine differences 
between couples. This would be a more diff cult method to carry out,. although the outcome 
would be important. 
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Practical Application 
This study suggests several practical uses for its findings. The first would be with 
marital and family therapy, and the impact of early influences and early marital quality on the 
present marital quality. It is important to acknowledge the impact of early influences, such 
as the relationship to one's mother and father, on the present life, particularly marital quality. 
The early effect of marital quality also has an impact on the present marital quality, which 
should be addressed at some point within marital relationships. The therapist may need to 
focus on the past more with some families and/or couples, due to the impact of the past on 
the present (i.e., early marital quality and present marital quality). 
The second practical use that stems from this research is the differences that exist 
between men and women in terms of early influences, early marital quality, personality, 
social contact, and present marital quality. There were also differences between older and 
younger cohorts in terms of these areas as well. It is important to acknowledge the 
differential perspectives in order to examine varying ages/cohorts and have sensitivity of the 
time period in which individuals were raised and their current environment. It is also 
important to be aware of gender differences, along with different issues that men and women 
are concerned with. 
In order to strengthen families and marriages, several topics need to be addressed. 
These topics that need to be addressed include gender differences, age/cohort differences, 
how early influences are remembered later on in life, personality characteristics of each 
individual within the family and/or marriage, the early marital quality and how it impacts the 




This research has examined gender and cohort differences in terms of recollected 
early influences, recollected early marriage marital quality, social contact of family and 
friends, personality variables of neuroticism and extraversion, and the present marital quality 
level. The study also examined the interactions of Gender x Cohort and Gender x Health, 
with no support for these interactions. The study also examined for the predictors of marital 
quality and again found several important results. 
One important finding from this study was the impact of the early marital quality on 
present marital quality. The association between neuroticism and marital quality was another 
important finding. Examining the level of influence of neuroticism on marital quality, and 
also whether neurotic individuals remember more negatively, or whether the past impacts the 
level of neuroticism is an important avenue for future research as well. 
Marital relationships depend on many factors, including early influences, social 
contact, personality, and the early marital quality. There are also significant gender and 
cohort differences in marital relationships. Marital quality benefits from close relationships 
to mother and father, the marital quality in early marriage years, health status, and the region 
in which one grew up, along with several other factors. These factors all contribute to the 
marital quality in marriages to varying degrees for different populations, such as men and 
women, and young and older individuals. 
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1. Early Childhood Influences: 
Introduction 
So that I can understand your current life situation, it is necessary to understand your 
past life. I am interested in your personal history, the way that you experienced it and the 
way that you remember it. 
1. ~V~hen and where were you born? 
2. Where did you live? Can you remember what your home looked like? 
3 . Tell me about your parents. What was your father's job? Did your mother work 
outside of the home? 
4. Tell me about your family. Do you remember any specific experiences, or things 
that you did together as a family? How did your family spend time together? 
V~hat did your family do together? 
5. Did you get along with your parents? 
6. Did your parents get along with each other? 
7. Tell me about your early childhood. Tell me how you were raised, for example, 
what happened if you did something wrong? What happened if you did 
something well? Were there any restrictions on you? 
8. Were you ever sick as a child? Were you ever sick more than one time? 
9. What about the financial situation in your family? Do you remember whether you 
had to save a lot of money? Or was there always enough money for your family? 
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10. When you think back to your entire childhood, what are your pleasant memories? 
what axe your unpleasant memories? 
2. Non-Family Social Contact: 
Introduction 
I would like to talk to you about your friends and acquaintances. 
l . Is there a person whom you would consider to be a friend, with whom you have 
close contact, to whom you could go to, if you had a problem? 
2. What do you do together? How often do you see each other? How old is your 
friend? V1There does your friend live? Do you remember when you got to know 
this person? 
3. Is there somebody else you consider a friend? Please talk a little about your 
friendships. How often do you have contact with this friend? What do you do 
together? 
4. When did you gain your last friend? 
5. How has the relationship to your friends changed over the last three years? 
6. Among friends, there is sometimes tension and conflict. Have you experienced 
any of this? what do you remember from the recent past? 
3. Relationship to Parents and In-Laws: 
Introduction 
Let's talk about your parents and in-laws. 
1. How old are your parents and in-laws? If deceased, when did they die? How was 
that? When did they die? 
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2. How far is it to your parents and in-laws? How often do you see them? How 
often do you get along with one another? Can you give examples? 
3. Do you talk on the phone with your parents and in-laws? 
4. What do you do when you are together with your parents or in-laws? 
5. Do your parents and in-laws sometimes need help? For example, household 
chores, shopping, etc. How often do you help? Is there someone who helps you 
also? Do your parents and in-laws help you? 
6. Has the relationship to your parents changed in the past three years? What about 
your in- aws? 
7. If you think about your parents or in-laws future, what do you expect? 
4. First Marriage/Partnership: 
1. Are you married or do you live in a permanent partnership? Is this your first 
marriage . 
2. How old were you when you met your partner? How old were you when first 
married or started a j oint household? 
3 . What kind of j ob did your husbandlwife/partner have at the time? What 
educational level did your husband/wife/partner have at the time? What job did 
you have when you met? 
4. When did you meet your partner? 
5. Had you been in a relationship before you met your partner? 
6. Can you tell me about the time when you met your husband/wife/partner? What 
did you like about hirrl/her? 
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7. When you think back to the first years of marriage or partnership, what comes to 
mind? Were there specific. events? Where did you live? Did you live together in 
an apartment, with your parents, or your in-laws, or did they live with you? How 
was that? 
8. How was your financial situation at that time? Did you have enough money or 
did you have to save? 
9. What about your health at the time? 
10. Can you tell me about your relationship with your parents and in-laws? How did 
you get along? 
11. How would you describe the first years of marriage or partnership? How did you 
spend your time, what did you do together? 
12. What about your sexual relationship? 
5. Present Marriage/Partnership: 
Introduction 
Now I would like to talk to you about personal issues. If you think about personal 
issues, what comes to mind? 
1. Are you currently married or in a long-term partnership? Since when? 
2. What kinds of things do you do together? 
3. Do you have any hobbies in common? 
4. Do you have anything else in common with your spouse/partner? 
5. What do you specifically like about your spouse/partner? 
6. What would you like to be different? 
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7. In every marriage/partnership there are conflicts and problems. Did that happen 
to you in recent times? what do you remember about it? What did you do? How 
did you react? How did you cope? How did your spouse/partner cope with it? 
8. In every marriage/partnership everyone has different interests. How is this with 
you? Sometimes it happens that one partner wants to do this, and the other 
partner wants to do something different. Can you combine your different interests 
or is it sometimes difficult? How is this in your everyday life? 
9. Can you tell me what chores you are responsible for? Who handles financial 
matters? What kinds of things do you do together? 
10. Do you remember your last anniversary? Please explain. 
1 1. What does being faithful mean to you? What meaning does being faithful have in 
your marriage/partnership? 
12. Are there or have there been people with whom you are able to talk about 
sexuality? VVho is this person? Can you tell me more about it? 
13. Think about your current marriage. Are you satisfied or would you like for things 
to be different (about sexuality)? 
14. Has your relationship to your spouse/partner changed over the last three years? 
(areas to be covered include: household tasks/equality, intimacy and sexuality, 
and personal needs). 
15. During the past year, have there been problems and difficulties concerning your 
marriage/partnership? Is there something in particular that bothers you? What 
did you do about it? 
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APPENDIX B 
N~~-Five Factor Personality Inventory 
Please read each of the following statements carefully. Circle the response that best 
represents your opinion. 
SD if you STRONGLY DISAGREE or the statement is definitely false. 
D if you DISAGREE or the statement is mostly false. 
N if you are NEUTRAL on the statement, you cannot decide, or the statement is 
about equally true and false. 
A if you AGREE or the statement is mostly true. 
SA if you STRONGLY AGREE or the statement is definitely true. 
Please fill in only one response for each statement and respond to all statements. 
1. I am not a worrier .. SD D N A SA 
2. I like to have a lot of people around me  SD D N A SA 
3. I don't Like to waste my time daydreaming... SD D N A SA 
4. I try to be courteous to everyone I meet  SD D N A SA 
5. I keep my belongings clean and neat  SD D N A SA 
6. I often feel inferior to others  SD D N A SA 
7. I laugh easily  SD D N A SA 
8. Once I find the right way to do something, 
I stick to it  SD D N A SA 
9. I often get into arguments with my family 
and co-workers  SD D N A SA 
10. I am pretty good about pacing myself so as 
to get things done on time  SD D N A SA 
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11. when I am under a great deal of stress, 
sometimes I feel like I am going to pieces... SD D N A SA 
12. I don't consider myself especially 
"light-hearted"  SD D N A SA 
13. I am intrigued by the pattern I find in 
art and nature  SD D N A SA 
14. Some people think I am selfish and 
egotistical  SD D N A SA 
15. I am not a very methodical person SD D N A SA 
16. I rarely feel lonely or blue  SD D N A SA 
17. I really enjoy talking to people  SD D N A SA 
18. I believe letting students hear controversial 
speakers can only confuse and mislead 
them SD D N A SA 
19. I would rather cooperate with others than 
compete with them .SD D N A SA 
20. I try to perform all the tasks assigned to 
me conscientiously SD D N A SA 
21. I often feel tense and jittery SD D N A SA 
22. I Like to be where the action is SD D N A SA 
23. Poetry has Little or no effect on me SD D N A SA 
24. I tend to be cynical .and skeptical of 
others' intentions SD D N A SA 
25. I have a clear set of goals and work toward 
them in an orderly fashion  SD D N A SA 
26. Sometimes I feel completely worthless  SD D N A SA 
27, I usually prefer to do things alone . SD D N A SA 
28. I often try new and foreign foods .. SD D N A SA 
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29. I believe that most people will take 
advantage of you if you let them  SD D N A SA 
3 0. I waste a lot of time before settling down 
to work  SD D N A SA 
3 1. I rarely feel fearful or anxious  SD D N A SA 
32. I often feel as if I axn bursting with energy.... SD D N A SA 
3 3 . I seldom notice the moods or feelings that 
different environments produce  SD D N A SA 
34. Most people I know like me SD D N A SA 
35. I work hard to accomplish my goals ... SD D N A SA 
36. I often get angry at the way people treat me....SD D N A SA 
37. I am a cheerful, high-spirited person ...SD D N A SA 
3 8. I believe we should look to our religious 
authorities for decisions on moral issues SD D N A SA 
39. Some people think of me as cold and 
calculating SD D N A SA 
40. When I make a commitment, I can always 
be counted on to follow through  SD D N A SA 
41. Too often, when things go wrong, I get 
discouraged and feel like giving up SD D N A SA 
42. I am not a cheerful person .. SD D N A SA 
43. Sometimes when I am reading poetry or 
looking at a work of art, I feel a chill or 
wave of excitement  SD D N A SA 
44. I am hard-headed and tough-minded in 
my attitudes  SD D N A SA 
45. Sometimes I am not as dependable or 
reliable as I should be  SD D N A SA 
46. I am seldom sad or depressed  SD D N A SA 
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47. My life is fast-paced .. SD D N A SA 
48. I have little interest in speculating on the 
nature of the universe or the human 
condition  SD D N A SA 
49. I generally try to be thoughtful and 
considerate  SD D N A SA 
50. I am a productive person who always 
gets the job done  SD D N A SA 
51. I often feel helpless and want someone 
else to solve my problems  SD D N A SA 
52. I am a very active person  SD D N A SA 
53. I have a lot of intellectual curiosity  SD D N A SA 
54. If I don't like people, I let them know it..... SD D N A SA 
55. I never seem to be able to get organized..... SD D N A SA 
S 6. At times I have been so ashamed I j ust 
wanted to hide  SD D N A SA 
5 7. I would rather go my own way than be 
a leader of others  SD D N A SA 
5 8. I often enjoy playing with theories or 
abstract ideas  SD D N A SA 
S 9. If necessary, I am willing to manipulate 
people to get what I want  SD D N A SA 
60. I strive for excellence in everything I do.... SD D N A SA 
